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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Applicability of RCRA Section 3020 to In-Situ Treatment of Ground Water
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Office of Solid Waste

TO: RCRA Senior Policy Advisors
RCRA Enforcement Managers
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We have recently received several questions on how the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) applies to the reinjection of ground water contaminated with hazardous
waste during cleanups, and particularly on the applicability of section 3020(b) of RCRA to
ground-water remedies involving in-situ bioremediation and other forms of in-situ treatment.
This memorandum clarifies that reinjection of treated ground water to promote in-situ treatment
is alowed under section 3020(b) as long as certain conditions are met. Specifically, the ground
water must be treated prior to reinjection; the treatment must be intended to substantially reduce
hazardous constituents in the ground water - either before or after reinjection; the cleanup must
be protective of human health and the environment; and the injection must be part of a response
action under CERCLA section 104 or 106 or a RCRA corrective action intended to clean up the
contamination.

Background

Section 3020 of RCRA addresses the underground injection of hazardous waste in the
context of RCRA and CERCLA cleanups. RCRA section 3020(a) bans hazardous waste disposa
by underground injection into a formation which contains an underground source of drinking
water (within one-quarter mile of the well), or above such aformation. However, RCRA section
3020(b) exempts from the ban reinjection of treated contaminated ground water withdrawn from
an aquifer, if the following criteriaare met: (1) thereinjectionis a CERCLA section 104 or 106
response action or part of a RCRA corrective action intended to clean up the contamination, (2)



the contaminated ground water is treated to substantially reduce hazardous constituents prior to
such reinjection, and (3) the response action or corrective action is sufficient to protect human
health and the environment upon completion.*

In the past, EPA and state regulators have expressed concern that the RCRA land disposal
restrictions (LDRs) might add further limitations on ground-water reinjection conducted as part
of aRCRA or CERCLA action. The LDR requirements, found in RCRA sections 3004(f), (9),
and (m) and codified at 40 CFR Part 268, establish specific treatment standards that restricted
hazardous waste must meet before it may be disposed of in aland disposal unit. Ground water
being reinjected may contain arestricted waste, and injection of hazardous waste into
underground injection wells is land disposal under LDR. To address concerns that these
treatment requirements might limit the scope of the section 3020(b) exemption, EPA issued a
clarifying memorandum on December 27, 1989. The memorandum stated that contaminated
ground water reinjected during the course of RCRA or CERCLA cleanups in a manner consistent
with the RCRA section 3020(b) exemption is not subject to RCRA land disposal restrictions. As
the memorandum summarized, "EPA construes the provisions of RCRA section 3020 to be
applicable instead of the LDR provisions at RCRA sections 3004(f), (g), and (m), to reinjections
of contaminated ground water into an underground source of drinking water (USDW), which are
part of a CERCLA response action or RCRA corrective action." (emphasis added) (See Don R.
Clay, Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste and Emergency Response, to EPA Waste
Management Division Directors and Regional Counsels, OSWER Directive #9234.1-06; a copy
of the memorandum is attached.)?

EPA's December 27, 1989 memorandum, therefore, clarified the relationship between
RCRA section 3020 and the LDR requirements.  Since that memorandum, EPA has received
additional inquiries on the scope of section 3020, particularly as it applies to ground-water
remedies involving in-situ bioremediation and other in-Situ treatment. The remainder of this
memorandum addresses those inquiries.

Prior to the 1984 amendments to RCRA that included section 3020, EPA promul gated
very smilar requirements in the implementing regulations for the Underground Injection Control
(UIC) Program at 40 CFR 144.13. Additional clarification for injection wells at section
144.13(d) provides exemptions from the prohibition on Class IV wells (wells involving the
injection of hazardous waste) in cases where the aquifer has been exempted pursuant to specific
criteria, or where no underground source of drinking water (USDW) source exists within one
quarter mile of the injection well.

“Questions have been raised as to whether the Corrective Action Management Unit
(CAMU) rule superseded this 1989 directive. EPA emphasizes that the CAMU requirements do
not supercede the 1989 memo. In addition, questions have been raised as to whether Minimum
Technological Requirements (MTRS) apply to reinjection. MTRs apply to landfills, surface
impoundments, and waste piles and therefore are not relevant to reinjection.
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Application of Section 3020(b) to In-situ Treatment

As the December 27,1989 memorandum stated, the RCRA section 3020(b) exemption
from the ban on hazardous waste i njection applies to reinjected ground water only if the ground
water "is treated to substantially reduce hazardous constituents prior to such injection”, and the
injection meets the other requirements for exemption. The memorandum further stated that
"steps necessary to 'substantially reduce’ hazardous constituents should be decided on a case-by-
case basis," until further guidance is developed. Today's memorandum clarifies one element of
the requirement for substantial treatment.®

EPA interprets section 3020(b)(2) to require that contaminated ground water withdrawn
from an aquifer be treated prior to reinfection and that the treatment be intended to "substantially
reduce" hazardous constituents in the ground water. But the "substantial reduction” may occur
either before or after reinjection. To be more specific, the reduction may occur "in-stu” after
reinjection of the ground water into the aquifer (that is, within the formation that is the target
zone for the injected fluid). The intended treatment must reasonably be expected to reduce levels
of contamination and must be part of a legitimate effort to achieve cleanup of such
contamination. As long as the reinjection meets these conditions (and the other conditions of
section 3020(b)), it may occur without triggering the section 3020(a) prohibition on underground
injection of hazardous wastes or the RCRA land disposal restrictions.

This clarification is particularly relevant to in-situ ground-water bioremediation. Over
the last decade, government, academic, and industrial researchers have investigated and piloted
remedial systems that rely on "enhanced" or "engineered" in-situ bioremediation of contaminated
ground water to promote treatment or increase biodegradation of hazardous congtituents.  These
remedial systems can be used to clean up ground water contaminated with petroleum
hydrocarbons, chlorinated aromatics, chlorinated solvents, and other common pollutants. In
these systems, remediators stimulate the biodegradation of pollutants by manipulating subsurface
conditions (for example, by adding nutrients) and in some cases by adding naturally-occurring or
nonindigenous microorganisms. In many cases, contaminated ground water is extracted during
the course of theremedy, amended to promote in-situ bioremediation, and reinjected. These
"amendments’ or "treatment agents’ might include addition of microorganisms
("bicaugmentation™), nutrients (for example, phosphate or ammonium nitrate), electron donors
(for example, oxygen, hydrogen peroxide, or specifically-designed commercia products), or
substrates to promote microbia growth (for example, lactic acid, various acohols, propane, or
other chemica products). Amending the extracted contaminated ground water in any of these
ways clearly congtitutes "treatment” under RCRA (see section 1004(34)). Therefore, EPA
considers these systems to be consistent with RCRA section 3020(b)(2) treatment requirement,
as long as extracted ground water contaminated with hazardous wasteis amended (or otherwise

*This memorandum aso does not address what degree of treatment would be considered
"substantial”, which is a determination made on a case-by-case basis.



"treated") before reinjection, and as long as the treatment is intended to achieve a substantial
reduction of hazardous constituents after reinjection.”

EPA emphasizes that the general principle described above - that under section
3020(b)(2) "treatment" must occur prior to reinjection, but the "substantial reduction” of
hazardous constituents in the ground water may occur after reinjection - applies to other in-situ
treatment systems besides biotreatment, as long as they too comply with the conditions of section
3020(b). For example, it would potentially apply where ground water contaminated with
hazardous waste is reinjected in the course of in-situ flushing or in-situ chemical oxidation. In-
situ flushing is aground-water cleanup method that involves the injection or infiltration of a
flushing solution into a zone of contaminated soil and ground water, followed by downgradient
extraction of ground water and el utriate (flushing solution mixed with contaminants). Flushing
solutions typically include plain water, augmented by surfactants, co-solvents, or other treatment
agents. The extracted ground water/elutriate mixture is treated above-ground to remove most of
the contaminant, and then reinjected to repeat the flushing procedure.

In-situ chemical oxidation is another subsurface treatment method, involving the
introduction of oxidizing agents into contaminated aquifers. Typica oxidants include hydrogen
peroxide, potassium permanganate, and ozone. Delivery methods vary, but the oxidants are
sometimes mixed with extracted ground water, which is Ihen reinjected and recirculated. This
method potentially can destroy or degrade an extensive variety of hazardous wastes, including
volatile organic compounds (such as trichloroethylene and benzene) and semivolatile organic
contaminants (such as certain pesticides, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and polychlorinated
biphenyls) in ground water, sediment, and soil. These advanced technologies show great
promise in addressing ground-water contamination.

In both of the systems described above, the addition of treatment agents to extracted
contaminated ground water prior to reinjection constitutes "treatment,” and therefore the
reinjection would be alowable under section 3020(b), as long as the other conditions of that
section were met.

EPA has occasionally been asked how RCRA applies to acommercia chemical or
chemical product that is injected into ground water for in-situ treatment where no ground water is
withdrawn and reinjected. RCRA subtitle C, including section 3020 (&), does not regul ate
material that is not a hazardous waste and thus does not prohibit the injection of amaterial into
ground water during in-situ treatment if the material is not ahazardous waste. Therefore, as long
as the injected materias are not hazardous wastes, the exemption in 3020(b) is not needed to
allow the injection into ground water of flushing solution, oxidants, or other treatment agents
without mixing with extracted ground water. |f any of these substances qualify as a"hazardous

“Similarly, EPA considers these systems consistent with the UIC regulations at 40 CFR
section 144.13.



waste," then its injection is subject to RCRA subtitle C regulation, and, if that injection is into or
above aformation that contains an underground source of drinking water, it is prohibited by
RCRA section 3020(a).

Under RCRA, amaterial is regulated under RCRA subtitle C only if it is a"hazardous
waste" as defined in 40 CFR. section 261.3, and a materia is only a"hazardous waste" if it
meets the definition of "solid waste”" in 40 CFR. section 261.2. A "solid waste” is defined in
section 261.2 as a"discarded materia.” Commercia chemicas or chemical products generally
are not "discarded,” even when their use results in deposit on the land, if they are being used for
their ordinary or origina intended purpose. See section 261.2(c) (ii) (commercia chemical
products are not solid wastes when agpplied to the land and that is "their ordinary manner of use")
and section 261.33 introduction (enumerated commercial chemical products are solid wastes
when "gpplied to the land in lieu of their origina intended use’). For example, a pesticide
applied on the land for the purpose of killing pests is not considered "discarded,” and thus is not
solid or hazardous waste subject to RCRA regulatory requirements. Similarly a commercia
chemical or chemical product that is specially formulated to treat contamination and then is
injected into ground water to treat that type of contamination is not considered discarded and is
not subject to RCRA regulatory requirements.

A commercia chemica or chemical product injected into ground water also would not be
subject to RCRA subtitle C regulations when it is injected into ground water to treat atype of
contamination if it had been proved successful elsewhere in treating such contamination, or if it
had been commonly used in other forms of treatment of such contamination, or if it had chemical
properties that could legitimately be expected to promote in-situ treatment of that contamination.
See Sdfv. United States, 2 F. 3d 1071, 1079-81 (10" Cir. 1993) (broadly construing ordinary
manner of use/original intended purpose test to include uses furthering a generic rather than
highly specific activity).

Eligible Cleanup Authorities

RCRA sections 3020(b)(1)(A) and 3020(b)(1)(B) limit the section 3020(b) exemption to
"regponse actions' taken under CERCLA section 104 or 106 and to "corrective action” required
under RCRA. EPA has frequently been asked to clarify its views on the scope of this limitation.
First, the exemption of course applies to any CERCLA action under section 104 or 106,
including actions where federal agencies other than EPA are the lead agency. Second, the
exemption would apply to any actions taken at RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal facilities
(TSDs) under RCRA "corrective action” authorities, including (but not limited to) sections
3004(u), 3004(v), and 3008(h). It would also apply to injections that occur as part of a remedy



under an authorized state corrective action program, as long as these injections met the other
exemption requirements of RCRA section 3020(b).”

Other Considerations When Selecting Groundwater Reinjection as a Cleanup Remedy

EPA supports the types of activities described in this memorandum because they can
often provide effective treatment in otherwise intractable situations. In approving ground-water
remedies, regulators should consider the current and potentia beneficial uses of the ground
water, and the time it will take different remedies to achieve remedial goals, including whether
the "substantia treatment” consistent with section 3020(b)(2) will occur within a reasonable
period of time. The treatment timeframe should be consistent with the remedia goals for the
site. Regulators should aso be careful when selecting ground-water reinjection remedies to
ensure that activities intended to remediate contamination, such as flushing, do not inadvertently
result in any unacceptable migration of contaminants or treatment agents beyond the zone of
treatment. To assure the action is sufficiently protective of human health and the environment,
regulators should review methods for monitoring the proposed ground-water reinjection, and
may want to consider hydraulic containment measures.

Conclusion

| trust these clarifications will facilitate the use of enhanced in-situ bioremediation and
other ground-water remedies at Stes where ground water is contaminated with RCRA hazardous
waste. If you have any specific questions about these issues, contact Robert Hall, Deputy
Director, Permits and State Programs Division, at 703-308-8432.

CC: Bruce Kobelski, OW
Larry Reed, OERR
Walter Kovalick, TIO
Barry Breen, OSRE
Betsy Devlin, ORE/RED
Tom Kennedy, ASTSWMO

Attachment

*Simply qualifying for the eligible cleanup authorities under section 3020(b) does not
affect other regulatory obligations, whether federal, state, or loca. For example, it does not
obviate the need for operators of these injection systems to provide inventory information, or
meet other specific requirements imposed by the UIC Program Director in direct implementation
or primacy programs. Therefore, operators should coordinate with their state regulators to
obtain, as necessary, variances, waivers, construction permits, approvals, etc., prior to reinjection
under 3020(b) of the federal RCRA statute.
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: i capi | ityof Land D sposal Restrictionsto
a

I
?.nd A Qound Hater Treat rrenthel_n ectign
Super f und Managenent Revi ew. Recommendat i on No. 2

FROM DonR d a)éol Assi stant Admni strat orLf}-'-"-v/

Gfice of Id Vste and Emergency ReSponse
TQ Vste Managenent Division Orectors

Regions | - X

Regi onal Gounsel

Regions 1 - X

There has, been sone question as to whether ground water
contamnated wth restricted RCRA hazardous wastes, which is
extracted during a RCRA corrective action or CERCLA response
action, nust neet the best denonstrated avail abl e technol ogy
(BOAT) identified for that waste under the RCRA |and di sposal
restrictions (LCRS) prior to each reinfection, in agurT-and-treat
reinection renediation system (See RCRA sections 3004 (f), (q)
and (Jn) , and 40 CF R Parts 148 ‘and 268.) This menorandum
explains BPA's interpretation of whether the LDRs are applicable
or (under CEROLA response actions only) relevant and appropriate
to such reinjections or to the renediration as a whol e.

RCRA LDRs prohibit land disposal of restricted RCRA hazardous
wastes that do not nmeet treatnent standards after the effective
date of the restrictions. Treatnent standards for RCRA hazardous
wastes are based upon the best denonstrated avail abl e technol ogy
(BDAT) identified for that waste, see 40 CF.R 268. Because
pl acement of hazardous waste into underground injection wells
constitutes "land disposal” under LDR (See RCRA 'section 3004 (k)},

and the ground wat er undergoi ng reinjection may contain a
restricted waste, the |1ssue haS been rai sed as’t o whet her each
reinjection of contam nated ground water shoul d neet BDAT duri ng

response or corrective actions.



RATI ONALE

Gound wat er restoration under RCRA corrective actions and
CERCLA response actions often invol ves wthdrawal, treatmnent of
the contamnated water, and reinjection of the treated water into
the ground. The land disposal restrictions (LCR of the Resource
Conservation_and Recovery Act (RCRA) prohibit |and di sposal of
restricted RCBA hazardous wastes that do not neet treatnent
standards after the effective date of the restrictions. Treatnent
standards for RCRA hazardous wastes are based upon the best
denonstrated avail able technol ogy (BDAT) identified for that
waste, See 40. CFE R 268. BeCause placenent of hazardous waste
I nto unde%gund injection wells copstitutes "land di sposal " under

LDR ( See, section 300-4(JO, and the (t;r ound wat er under %oi ng
rel nj ecti on. n\m/ contain a restricted waste, the issue has been
raised as to wiether” each reinjection of contamnated ground water

shoul d neet BDAT during response or corrective actions.

Section 3020 of RCRA [previously section 701 speci ficall
0 of RORA [p y :EF]Oz]E specif y

addresses waste injection in the context of and.
cleanups. RCRA section 3020(a) bans hazardous waste disposal by

un,dergrr)ound Injection into or ‘above an unfdetr%round source of

drinking water (wthin one-quarter mle o e well).  However,
RCRA section 3020 (b) exenpts fromthe ban all reinjections of
treated contamnated ground water into such formations undertaken
as part, of a CEROLA section 104 or 106 response action, or a RCRA
corrective action. To qualify for the exenption, the follow ng
three conditions nust be net:” (1) the injection Is a _
response action or a RORA corrective action, (2 the contam nated
ground water nust be treated to substantially, reduce hazardous,
constituents prior to such inection, and (3) the response action
or corrective action nust be sufficient to protect human heal th

and the environnent upon conpl etion.

Al though RCRA section 3020 and the LLCR provisions at RCRA

sections 3004(f), and arguabl y can address the sang.
activity, ROR‘A)se(c?? on 302 n)spec(izjfl cally applies to all CEROLA and

1 CFROA renedial actions are required to meet Federal _
requirenents and standards at conpl etion of the renedial action if
the Federal standards are appl.icabl e or rel evant and appropriate
requi renents (ARARS), absent invocation of a statutory waiver.

See CERCLA section 121(d). ency policy and the proposed ih
I al

National contingency Pan (NP require the Agency to conply w t
a pertinent” to the action during the CourSe of a refnedi a
d

action, as well as upon its corg)l etion.” See the proposed NCP
(publ i shed at 53 Fed.” Reg. 51, 394 I%EC 21,1988) (to be codifie

at 40 CF.R 300.439b) (2 and CERCLA Conpl i ance wi t h Ot her Lavs
Manual @ Part 1, I-8 ( Dre 1701, :
1988)-

2 RORA section 3020 was section 7010 in the Hazardous and
Sol i d Wast e Anrendrrent s of 1984, but was re-nunbered i n 1986.




RCﬁA round wat er treatnent rei.n t|ons|ntocI ss |Vinjection
we Js (onsistent wthtradit dnaﬁ princip eso satutJory

construction, RORA section 3020 - - V\hr ch |s direct| 3/ focused on
|n’ect|ons of }reate cont mnaﬁ) ground ter into dass |

|'s during cleanups — e contro ng for such
I njections;  a contrary readi ng woul d render sectr on .3020( b)
neani ngl ess. \Were Congress has provi ded two potentially
appl i cabl e statutory provisions, a choi ce between themi's both
necessary and af proprl ate, and within the discretion of the expert
a8 nc%/ Accor A construes t he provisions of RCRA section

3020 to be appli | cab e 1nstead of rovi sions at RCRA sections

3004 and Ign) to rel nfectro of cont am nat ed qr ound

vrateg Into an underground source of dr|n Ing water (| , Whi ch
are part of a (ERG_g response action or corrective action.

A saresult,t h ethreeconditionsqg fRCRAsection3020(b)
nmust be net during res ponse . or corrective actrons |nvoI Vi ng

ground wat er {reat nent re| nj ect on into or above und er round
ources. of drin |n water. "Failure to rrget these condit 1 ons . bans

the activit uPder RCRA section 3020(a).” Hrst, the |n£ect|ons
must be par C]%RO_A response acti on or a RCRA corrective

act i on. Second each reinjection has to be treated to
substantraIIy teduce hazardous constituents prior to such
injection.. (RRA section 3020(b)). UntrI gui dance is prepared
addressing the i ssue, steps necessar "substantial |y reduce”
hazar dous “const i t en %urr é] %CRA correctrve actron or a
response action s ou eci ded on a case- -case basis.  Third,
su? res onse or corrective action upon etjon nust e

ficl r ot ect hurrara ealth and t e envr ronnent "
sect1on 30 ﬁ st at utes regul at 1 ons and

pol i ci es shoul'd be reviewed to determne protectiveness.

The issue nay also arise under CERCLA as to whether LDRs are
rel evant and appropriate requirenent when treated ground water is

reinjected into Aass IV wells as part of a CERCLA Tesponse
acti on In order to be consi dered fo be both "rel evant" and

ap opriate," a_requirenent myst address probl ens or srtuatrons
lar to the circunstances of the release or rerre |a action
conte | a ed, nd be wel | -suited to the site. actor I n

det er rrTrlp ni ng the potential relevance and appropri at eness of a

Qass |Vinjection well's are used to inject contam nated

ground wat er into or abgve an underground source of dri nking
water. See 40 CFR 146.5(d) In"nost situations, ground water

treat mentTeinjection invol ves only dass |V injection wells
because treated ground water is rechar ed back into an

under ground sour Ce of dri nking wat er duri n? punp- and- t r eat
activities, not beneath it. her cl asses of welTs are not

subj ect to section 3020's special provisions.

*Note, however, that an ARARS wai ver may be appropriate in
certain cases for actions taken under CEROLA



, Separate fromthe restrictions found i n RORA LDRs, an
| ndependent provision of the statute, RCRA Section 3020, bans
hazar dous waste injection into drinking water formations (Qass |V
Injection wells), unless the conditions in subpart (b) are net.
Suppart (to permts reinjection of contamnated ground water that
has been treated if: ‘the injection is a CERQLA response action
or a RORA corrective action, (2) the contamnated ground water is
treated to substantially reduce hazardous constituents prior to
each injection, and (3)" the response action or corrective action
is sufficient to protect hunan heal th and the environment upon

conpl etion. (See RCRA section 3020(b).)

For the reasons specified in the attachnent to this
P ppl.icable to these activities. Instead of

menor andum LOR 1s_not' appl. ) _
L RCRA section 3020 applies to reinjection of treated
contamnated ground water into dass IV inection wells during
CEROA response actions or RCRA corrective actions. Mreover,” for
CERCLA response actions where the goal is to clean up ground water.
to drinking water levels, the Agency believes that health-based
dri nki nlg wat er st andar ds (e.g. S) .-- rather than LDRS —wn
eneral Ty be the relevant ‘and appropriate cleanup standard. See

he attachnent.

Unti | ?ui dance addresses the issue, what is required to
"substantial Ty reduce" hazardous constituents prior to each
injection in'a CERCLA response action or. RCRA correctla/ecg%l_gn

shoul d be determned on a case-by-case basis. RCRA an ]
rogrampol i ci es and gui dance shgul d be revi ewed to deternm ne

Bro ect1veness upon conpletion of the action.

At t achnent

cc: CEHROA and RCRA Branch Chiefs
Gfice of Drinking Véter



requirement is to conpare the CERCLA response objective with the

p,urﬂose and obj ective of the requirenent. "See A conpl i ance
W th Gher Laws Manual " at 2p 1-65 (BEPA August 8, 11988); proposed
NCP, 53 FRat 51436 (Dec. 21, 1988) (proposed section

300. 400(g) (2) ).

_ The ultinmate purpose of treating and reinjecting ground water
into class |Vvalls is to restore the formation to drinki n?_v\ater
uality. EPA believes that standards that have been specifically
evel oped to establish drinking vater quality levels (such as
MLs”) are particularly well-suited to the acconplishment of that
pur pose. though LDRS al so prescribe treatnent |evels, those

| evel s were not ‘specifically devel oped to achieve drinking water
ual 1ty (although they may often have that result). Thus,” where

[1‘ nking water S ?ndards are a\vailabl e, the Agency belieyes that
they wil generally be the relevant and appropriate requirenment to

use in setting treatnent standards for A'cl eanups of drinking
water fornations.

In situations where no drinking water standard has been
promul gated, for. the contamnants to be treated, the Regi on shoul d
consi der potentially relevant and apprognate requirenent s

(tl ncl uding any available health- baseg st andar ds, LDﬁ treat nent
standards,” ett.) and attain the standard, 1t any, that the Agenc
finds is "relevant and appropriate under the circunstances of the

release” (or justify a waiver).” EPA guidance sets out a nunber

of factors for dem%ng_lf a requirenent is relevant and

?gproprlate under the circunstances of the release. See
npl1ance wth Gher Laws Manual, at p. 1-67. —

NOMCE The policies set out_in this menorandumare intended
solely for the guidance of Governnent personnel: They are not

I ntended, nor can they be relied upon, to create any rights
enf orceabl e by any party in |itigation wth the Un'ted States,

EPA official s 'may “decide to fol | ow the g%w dance provided in this
nmenorandum or t'o act at variance wth The_gui dance, based on an
anal ysi's of specific site circunstances. e Agency al so reserves

the right to change this guidance at any tine without public

n ';i
*9 *Q?*********************************************************

¢ |5 See the discussion of MLs and MG in the proposed and
| na
® I'f no such standards are rel evant and apgr opriate, TBG may

be used as cleanup |evels; use of a TBC shoul d be expl ai ned and
justified for each specific case.



